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This paper argues that state weakness is broader than implied previously in the civil war literature, and that particular types of weakness in interaction with natural resources have aggravating or mitigating consequences for the risk of civil war. While in anocracies or unstable regimes natural resources can be expected to increase the risk of civil war, we suggest that resource wealth allows weak leaders to stabilize their relationship with their inner elite circle. In particular, for regimes at risk This paper is a product of the Economic Policy and Debt Unit, Poverty Reduction and Economic Management Network. It is part of a larger effort by the World Bank to provide open access to its research and make a contribution to development policy discussions around the world. Policy Research Working Papers are also posted on the Web at http://econ.worldbank. org. The author may be contacted at bodeaana@msu.org. of coup d'état, the availability of substantial resources is more likely to be channeled in ways that deter rebellion, plausibly countering the grievances generated by natural resources and rebels' viewing of such resources as a prize for taking over the state. Data from 1946-2003 and multiple empirical operationalizations broadly support our argument. These findings are consistent with work showing that resource rents can induce stability in statesociety relationships.
Introduction
The last decade has seen significant discoveries of oil and gas in Sub-Saharan Africa. In 2007 British Petroleum estimated that Africa had the third largest global oil reserves (Omgba 2009 ).
Also, Ross (2012) reports that between 1998 and 2006, 19 new countries became oil and gas exporters, of which most were low and middle income countries. In the future, at least 15 new countries (most in Africa) are likely to join the list including, Ghana, Guinea, Liberia, Mali, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, Togo and Uganda. At the same time, Africa has been plagued by political instability and violence, in particular civil war. Close to fifty percent of all large civil wars in the 1990s have flared up in Sub-Saharan Africa (Fearon and Laitin 2003: 13 out of 31).
In the same period, the sub-continent also saw about forty percent of all coup d'état and attempted coups (Belkin and Schofer 2003: 19 out of 49) and about thirty-five percent of the country years of de decade are characterized by political regime instability (Polity IV).
Should it be a concern that new discoveries of oil and gas occur in poor countries with problematic governance? Natural resources have been linked to a series of negative outcomes like economic decline, corruption and autocratic rule (McNeish 2010) . In the study of civil conflict, the bulk of research finds a positive effect of natural resources on war onset, in particular for oil and some measures of diamond production (Fearon and Laitin 2003 , Humphreys 2005 , Ross 2006 ). Still, some contrasting work suggests that resource rents can, in fact, induce stability in the state -society relationship (Smith 2004 , Morrison 2009 , Basedau and Lay 2009 , Fjelde 2009 ). In this paper we point to the relatively low prevalence of war in resource rich countries (Ross 2006) and suggest that the relationship is likely to be context driven by another condition linked to the risk of civil conflict, namely the weakness of the state. Our focus 3 is on political weakness and we investigate whether the presence of natural resources exacerbates, or, potentially, mitigates the risk that weak leaders are challenged by insurgents.
Broadly, we take political weakness to imply conflict among social groups and a transitory arrangement for the allocation of political power into the future (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006) .
In this set-up, leaders have a credibility problem both vis-à-vis outsider opposition groups, and the insider elites supporting the regime (Keefer 2010 , Smith 2008 . In practice both problems may coexist and increase the chance for civil conflict, yet, we argue, they are likely to be affected differently by natural resource endowments. One the one hand, such resources have the potential to further aggravate the problems of politically weak leaders: They aggravate grievance by increasing relative deprivation; bolster collective action within outsider groups by providing a focal point for popular dissatisfaction and making capturing the state or seceding more attractive; make financing of rebellion easier; and allow leaders the resources to invest in mechanisms to keep other groups from revenue sharing into the future. Still, natural resource exploitation also generates substantial rents and regimes that are primarily weak because of coup threats from elite insiders, can plausibly use those rents to mitigate the risk of rebellion: While coup risk poses a wedge between leaders and the military, resource rents allow leaders to be financially able to bribe the security apparatus. This strategy is not necessarily optimal for leaders to insure loyalty, but at least coup threatened regimes are keenly aware of the need to keep their military in check and would-be rebel leaders are likely to face similar problems of opportunism in recruiting when natural resources are abundant; Most importantly, regimes at risk of coup d'état thrive on rent distribution and develop an understanding of the kind of ruling coalition they need to assemble and how to spend their resources in order to survive. We test the following hypotheses: Incoherent, unstable, or, more 
generally, regimes with credibility issues vis-à-vis opposition groups are further destabilized by natural resources, increasing their risk of civil war; However, leaders can purchase their way out of credibility problems vis-à-vis their inner elite circles, so resource wealth reduces the chance of civil war for regimes at risk of coup d'état.
There is no consensus on the definition and measurement of our key variables -civil conflict, natural resources and state weakness. Therefore, our research design tests the theoretical account using multiple empirical operationalizations. Given this variety of empirical specifications, our findings are relatively robust and reinforce several of the results found in the literature. Namely that state weakness in the form of political instability and mixed political regime precipitates the risk of conflict in countries rich in oil and diamonds. In addition, we find a similar effect in countries with a history of popular rioting, ethnically fractionalized countries and countries excluding large segments of the population from governing decisions. Another novel finding is that, for coup prone regimes, natural resource abundance can actually mitigate conflict risk. This article's contribution is threefold: In the study of civil conflict both state weakness and resource endowments have been shown to increase the risk of civil war onset. Here, we bring attention to the role of state weakness resulting from the interaction of leaders and their inner elite circle, i.e. coup risk. This is important because resource endowments may in fact reduce the risk of civil war for such regimes, a result similar to how such resources generate more broadly political regime stability (Smith 2004 , Morrison 2009 , Ulfelder 2007 , Omgba 2009 ). Further, new work including Smith (2008) and Acemoglu et al. (2009) derive theoretical hypotheses about the strategies pursued by leaders facing threats from both outside groups (civil war, revolution) and insider elites (coup) when resource rents are available. This paper connects such hypotheses to the literature on civil war onset and brings empirical evidence for the role of 5 resource rents. Finally, empirically, we use relatively unexplored proxies for state weakness like the risk of coup d'état and a history of violent rioting.
The paper proceeds as follows: Section 2 discusses the link between the civil war and both natural resources and state weakness; it also derives our theoretical hypotheses. Section 3 describes the research design and data. Section 4 presents the statistical models and discusses the findings. Section5 concludes.
Review of the literature and theory
Both state weakness and resource endowments have been shown to increase the risk of civil war onset and we outline the main results of earlier work. We then proceed in two steps: First we argue that state weakness is broader than implied previously and emanates from the inability of leaders to retain the allegiance of different social groups, both in the opposition and within a narrow elite circle. Second, we argue that particular types of weakness in interaction with resource wealth have different consequences for the risk of civil war. That is, the presence of resources can exacerbate, or, potentially, mitigate the risk that weak states slide into civil war. Collier and Hoeffler (1998) and Fearon and Laitin (2003) lay the ground work for the quantitative study of civil war onset, including the role of natural resources. The subsequent literature (Humphreys 2005 , Lujala et al. 2005 , Ross 2006 , Lujala 2010 moves to better understand the causal links between such resources and conflict and to provide empirical measures able to discriminate among causal mechanisms. Given the empirical measures available, research has produced several findings: oil (export dependence dummy, dummy for production, onshore oil rents) and diamond production (primary diamond rents, secondary diamond production post the cold war, secondary diamond production for smaller scale violence) 6 are associated with the onset of civil war. The robustness of these results is in some cases fragile to alternative definitions of civil war onset, the methodology and the operationalization of the natural resource variable.
Natural resources, weak states and civil war
While a good amount of evidence indicates that oil and diamond production is related to the risk of civil conflict, the data also shows that a significant proportion of resource rich countries are not experiencing civil conflict: For example, in the 1990s between 20% and 40% of diamond rich states and 15% to 20% of oil rich states were at war (Ross 2006, pp. 268-269) . This relatively low prevalence suggests that the relationship is more complex. Already in 2005, Collier and Hoeffler consider that clarifying the circumstances when resource rents contribute to civil war ignition is a -key research agenda‖ (p. 627). And, several studies provide important results: Humphreys (2005) suggests that the impact of natural resources depends on the strength of state institutions (political instability, coherence of political institutions). He finds that the presence of oil production significantly increases the likelihood of civil war in weak states and may lower conflict risk in strong states. Lujala et al. (2005) find that weak states producing primary diamonds are at higher risk of civil war onset and that the production of secondary diamonds increases the chances of ethnic civil war in ethnically diverse countries. Morrison (2010) shows that oil rents increases the risk of civil conflict only in low state capacity countries.
The literature identifies important factors that not only affect the likelihood of civil war but, we argue, are also likely to be conditioned by natural resource abundance. One condition that figures prominently in the determinants of civil war is the weakness of the state. Fearon and Laitin (2003) , for example, argue that states that are financially, bureaucratically or politically weak make an attractive target for rebellion. The key reasons lie with the inability of the state to 7 control remote areas and have effective counterinsurgency strategies.
1 It has become a standard argument that a source of state weakness and lack of credibility vis-à-vis opposition groups and, more specifically would-be rebels, originates in the incoherent political organization of states mixing authoritarian and democratic features. And, anocracies (mixed regimes or semidemocracies) have been showed to be at higher risk of civil war (Hegre et al. 2001, Fearon and Laitin 2003) . In particular, anocracies can use both repression and openness to govern, leading to grievances as well as to the possibility of mobilization (Hegre et al. 2001, p 33) . That is, semidemocracies generate lower perceived costs of rebellion (Muller and Weede 1990 ) and, at the same time, embolden the demands of opposition and the perceived gravity of threat posed by these demands (Regan and Henderson 2002) . The result is that in semi-democracies, the threat of repression fails to generate a deterrent effect similar to that of strong dictatorships, leading to the need to actually engage in more repression and violence. Instability on the other hand creates volatility, disorganization and short horizons which can be perceived as opportunities for rebel leaders (Fearon and Laitin 2003, Englebert and Ron 2004) .
More broadly, anocracies can be thought of as switching regimes in which leaders engage alternatively elites (via rents or confiscation of rents) and the larger society (via public goods provision or repression). The interaction of leaders and social groups in mixed regimes lacks credibility into the future due to the transitory nature of power relations among social groups 1 Hendrix (2010) surveys the related facets of the state weakness concept: the ability to deter challengers with force either by putting the military on the ground or by collecting information about opposition groups; the related capacity to enforce property rights; the ability to extract revenue; the degree to which the state uses coherently either force or accommodation to govern.
8 (Acemoglu and Robinson 2006) . Such leaders have a difficult time consolidating their ruling coalition, be it either in an inclusive or a narrow fashion, thus inviting challenges to their power.
Also broadly, Keefer (2008) argues that countries with leaders that are not able to make credible promises to large segments of the population are more likely to see a breakdown in normal politics and recourse to violent contestation of political power. In his theory countries are weak and violence occurs both because only credible leaders can generate the kind of broad public good provision that would reduce grievance and because only such leaders can generate enough support from groups that are supposed to help fight rebellion. Weakly credible leaders lack institutions to constrain their choices and may choose existing social lines of demarcation like ethnicity in order to build support. The costs of engaging in ethnic politics are low because of the shared language and culture within ethnic groups or because co-ethnics tend to trust each other more due to interaction and information exchange (Fearon and Laitin 1996) . In Keefer's account, the lack of political credibility vis-à-vis broad social groups further lowers the costs to ethnic or religious appeals especially in socially fragmented societies, which in turn increases the value of reputations built around favoring particular ethnic groups.
2
As opposed to anocracies, autocracies have been suggested to be coherent political regimes and therefore, presumed to be strong regimes (Fearon and Laitin 2003, Hegre et al. 2001 ). Yet 2 Prominent scholars discount the idea that social diversity or polarization are risks for the onset of civil war (Collier and Hoeffler 1998, 2004; Fearon and Laitin 2003) . Others find that more diverse societies or more polarized societies are more likely to experience ethnic civil war (Sambanis 2001 , Reynal-Querol 2002 . Recent work also finds that social fractionalization (ethnic and religious) increases the chances of civil war in general (Collier et al. 2009 ), or that exclusion from government on ethnic criteria increases civil war risk (Wimmer et al. 2009 (2009) also directly suggest that elites may forgo investment in the military and risk loosing monopoly over the use of force through civil war, because of high risk of coup d'état.
Natural resources and weak states -a conditional relationship
The presence of natural resource wealth is likely to compound the problems faced by weak states via several channels. First, leaders with low credibility vis-à-vis opposition groups, who exclude or marginalize such groups, will likely see a further increase in grievance due to larger relative deprivation. That is, excluded populations in natural resource rich countries bear the costs of the worse institutional and distributional outcomes associated with the presence of such resource (Humphreys 2005 , McNeish 2010 , Le Billon 2003 , Lujala et al. 2005 ) without necessarily enjoying the benefits, thus increasing the willingness to use violence to access those benefits. In addition, natural resources can also help collective action within outsider groups by providing a focal point for popular dissatisfaction. And, the presence of rents makes capturing the state or seceding more attractive for excluded social groups.
Second, the financing of rebellion is easier in countries that already have a hard time policing their whole territory due to political instability at the center or mixed strategies used by the center to govern. In such countries, the government has difficulty denying access to illicit exploitation of alluvial diamonds for example, or more generally to resources in regions where the rebels have the upper hand in providing security. The government will also find it difficult to preventing the extortion of owners of hard to relocate capital and resources, like oil (Ross 2004 ).
And, as insurgency (especially a periphery rebellion) is generally not an immediate threat to the state, weak governments may rationally prefer to siphon resource rents away from the country or shore up support exclusively within their ruling coalition, rather than tax and police remote areas (Collier and Hoeffler 2005) .
Finally, weakly credible states rich in natural resources may also be not able to commit to the terms of -sharing‖ this wealth with the groups that help protect the regime, increasing the weakness and instability of the regime. Leaders that lack credibility vis-à-vis privileged elites may have a hard time convincing other groups that they will not just pillage the wealth in short term or invest in mechanisms designed to keep various factions from revenue sharing into the future. Countering this problem, Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) point out that, very likely, potential challengers have similar credibility issues when they attempt to recruit supporters from the elite circle and make promises about the future allocation of resources.
On the other hand, however, natural resources do bring in more cash to governments and the revenues can be used to strengthen weak governments. Smith (2004) and Morrison (2009) , for example, show that oil exports and, respectively, oil rents increase political regime durability of both democracies and dictatorships rather than promote instability (see also Ulfelder 2007 , Omgba 2009 ). Also, as Bueno de Mesquita et al. (2003) argue, leaders in small-coalition systems rely on private goods, rather than public goods, to reward their key supporters. The presence of natural resource rents, especially in important quantities, in countries governed by small elites can both provide resources for funding private goods and motivate leaders to keep those resources under the control of the state, by focusing the effort of the security apparatus. Further, Smith (2008) , shows that free resources (like oil or diamonds) allow small coalition systems to (further) reduce the provision of public goods in response to revolutionary threats, increasing the coordination costs of revolutions and reducing economic growth. 3 Free resources, however, help leaders maintain rent distribution to the inner elite circle despite the contraction of the economy.
More directly related to civil conflict, Basedau and Lay (2009) and Fjelde (2009) suggest that abundant resources may be used by the government to buy off opposition, increase the support of loyal factions and would be rebels or step up the financing of the security apparatus, all of which are argued to reduce the vulnerability of countries to the onset civil war. Specifically, Basedau and Lay (2009) find that oil wealth (when controlling for dependence on oil revenue) reduces the chances for civil war onset. Their work on a smaller sample of countries with high average dependence on oil revenues shows that, comparatively, the countries rich in oil vs. the poorer ones can maintain peace because they engage in more large scale distribution and spend more on the military. 4 Fjelde (2010) finds that, when corruption is present, oil wealth (quantity and rents) increases the chances for peace. She interprets the findings to be a consequence of natural resources facilitating the provision of private goods to would be rebel factions or to the potential followers of entrepreneurs of political violence (see also LeBillon 2003) . Close to our research, Morrison (2010) argues that only countries with a strong capacity are able to use oil revenue as rents or to generate preferences for regime stability from the owners of a fixed asset like oil. His work shows that oil contributes to civil war only in weak capacity states (low GDP/capita; low income tax to GDP ratio; anocracy; low penetration of telephone lines).
Our argument is that political weakness and the accompanying lack of credibility can have different characteristics, which in turn influence whether natural resource revenues mitigate or exacerbate such weakness. That is, we suggest that whereas regime incoherence and credibility issues vis-à-vis excluded or opposition groups cannot be escaped with the help of resource rents, lack of credibility vis-à-vis inner elite circles is more likely to be purchased with revenue from natural resource exploitation. We explain this conditional logic below.
First, in semi-democracies, the presence of natural resource endowments can actually aggravate the problem of the government. Rebel groups in such regimes can have heightened expectations about their probability of victory which does not necessarily match the calculus of 4 To note, their method for comparing country values to sample medians for 27 oil dependent countries (after 1990) to understand the differences in spending patterns for rich vs. poor oil producers overlooks important differences among countries.
13 the regime and make exaggerated demands (e.g. Regan and Henderson 2002 However, even though leaders would prefer to insure a kind of loyalty that need not be monitored, resource rents at least allow them to honor their obligations to the security apparatus and minimize the risk of the military -quitting, striking, or using their arms against citizens‖ (Keefer 2008: 38) . Similarly, Acemoglu et al. (2010) argue that one strategy available to nondemocratic elites is to repress using the security apparatus, while paying the military a so called He also argues that in the case of Saudi Arabia and Iraq oil revenues were large enough that the regimes were able to impart rent not just to close allies but also, to -small, previously marginalized groups that can expand the regime's base without running the risk of the smaller groups coming to dominate.‖ Syria on the other hand could not afford the largesse of the other two oil rich countries and instead of direct payments was granting key supporters of the regime the ability to collect bribes (e.g. control over import licenses). So, as a direct effect, regimes suffering from a risk of coup d'état can be subject to a higher risk of civil war as well. Yet for such regimes the availability of substantial resources is more likely to be channeled in ways that deter rebellion (the military and rents), plausibly countering the grievances generates by natural resources and rebels' viewing of such resources as a prize for taking over the state.
Following the theoretical discussion we derive two hypotheses: 
Data and research design
We use two alternative definitions for civil war onset, based on widely used measures in the literature: Fearon and Laitin (2003) and the Prio/Uppsala data (Gleditsch et al. 2002) We attempt to measure state weakness in ways that capture the theoretical account. To capture mixed regimes we use the same indicator variable for anocracy as Fearon and Laitin (2003) based on Polity IV scores. Anocracies have Polity IV scores between -5 and 5. Also similar to Fearon and Laitin (2003) , institutional instability is coded 1 if a country has experienced a change in Polity IV of three points or more in the previous three-year period.
Additionally, to proxy instability we measure a country's history of rioting in the past 5 years (Banks 2010) . 5 We also use ethnic fractionalization (Fearon & Laitin 2003) and a direct measure of group exclusion from government based on ethnicity (Wimmer et al. 2009 (Ross 2004 , Lujala et al. 2005 , Ross 2006 and Fearon (2005) shows that the results are driven mainly by oil exports.
coding the level of production and the proven reserves of oil, in per capita terms; Ross (2008) variable recording oil (and gas) rents per capita (i.e. accounting for levels of production, country specific costs and prices); Lujala et al. (2005) dichotomous indicator variable for diamond production, as well as for the type of diamond resource -primary (kimberlite) vs. secondary (alluvial); Lujala (2010) dichotomous indicator variables for the production of oil from both onshore and offshore deposits.
For the empirical estimations we use a logit model with robust standard errors and we control for the temporal relation among observations by including the duration of peace and cubic splines (Beck et al. 1998 ). The control variables are based on Fearon and Laitin (2003) and include: the lagged income per capita, the log of the country's population, noncontiguous territory, the log of the estimated percentage of country's mountainous terrain, lagged democracy score and religious fractionalization. 10 To test our conditional hypotheses, we use interaction terms between measures of resource endowment and measures of state weakness. Tables 1 and 2 show the results for the context variables for which we expect natural resource endowments to exacerbate the chances of civil war onset: anocracy, political instability, riot history, ethnic fractionalization and ethnic exclusion. For tractability, instead of the full models, the Table 5 . Given that the Fearon and Laitin (2003) specification has really become the workhorse model for the study of civil war onset, we believe there is little loss of information from not showing the full models.
Results and discussion
[ Table 1 about here]
While the findings are not statistically significant across all models, they do offer a good amount of support for our claims. Broadly, we find that oil abundance (more likely than diamond riches) compounds the problems faced by incoherent regimes, countries with a history of riots as well as ethnically diverse societies and countries discriminating groups based on ethnicity For anocracies, two measures of oil abundance (Humphreys' oil production and Ross' oil rents) increase the risk that these regimes will see onset of both large and small civil war, while
Fearon and Laitin's measure of oil dependence does not have a conditional effect. At the same time, the direct effect of oil dependence and abundance on conflict is generally positive and statistically significant (Humphreys oil production and Ross rents for large wars not significant for large wars), while diamond production, if anything, reduces the risk of war (statistically insignificant). 
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The results also show that politically unstable regimes are at increased risk of (large) civil war onset if the country produces large quantities of oil (Humphreys 1995) . On its own, political instability also increases the risk of large war onset. At the same time, small scale war onset appears unaffected by instability coupled with resource rents, or by instability on its own.
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The findings are strong when we proxy state weakness with the history of rioting: Higher levels of oil production and oil reserves (Humphreys) , as well as oil and gas rents (Ross) in countries that have a history of riots increase the likelihood of war onset, for both large wars and smaller conflicts. Additionally, all three measures of resource abundance -oil production, reserves and rents -appear to reduce the risk of large civil war onset, except in countries with a history of riots. 13 On its own, a history of rioting increases the risk of seeing civil war onsets, especially large war, but this result is not consistently statistically significant. 14 Our estimations in Table 2 further indicate that oil production and reserves (Humphreys 2005 ) increase the risk of large civil war onset in societies that are fractionalized along ethnic 12 Using the dummy indicators for natural resource production produces generally insignificant results. Still, we find that secondary diamond production reduces likelihood of small civil war, except for unstable regimes. See the Supplementary Information. 14 The indicator variables for resource production produce insignificant results, except that primary diamond production may reduce the risk of small civil war onset.
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lines. 15 Large civil war onset is also more likely in countries that produce larger quantities of oil (Humphreys 2005 ) and, at the same time, exclude (based on ethnicity) a large proposition of their population from decision making. Moreover, such discriminatory regimes face an increased risk of smaller scale civil war when the country has large proven reserves of oil and gas.
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[ Table 2 about here] 17 At the same time, on its own, coup risk increases the likelihood of war, whereas diamond production does not achieve statistical significance. The models employing the history of coup d'état 18 do not find a statistically significant conditional relationship for diamond production. Diamond and its interaction with military regime is also not statistically significant, even though, on its own, military regime increases the chance of a civil war onset. 15 The results do not hold for small scale wars (not statistically significant) and, in fact, the effect for countries dependent on oil exports (Fearon and Laitin) is in the opposite direction. 16 We note the opposite effect for small civil wars for the dichotomous variable indicating secondary diamond production in the presence of discrimination on ethnic criteria.
17 This result also holds for primary and secondary diamond production (Lujala et al. 2005) . 18 The correlation between risk of coup and coup history is 0.45. The correlation between risk of coup and military regime is 0.37.
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[ Laitin oil exports significantly reduce the risk of civil war for coup threatened regimes for both small and large war onset. Military regimes are also helped by oil resources to reduce the risk for civil war, with statistically significant interaction terms in the models for small war onset for
Humphreys oil production and Fearon and Laitin oil export indicator.
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The results for both diamond and oil endowments provide support for the ideas behind the rentier state hypotheses, in that coup vulnerable regimes appear able to use revenues from diamond and oil production to deter civil war onset. Closely related to our hypothesis and our results, Collier and Hoeffler (2007) Because the paper uses at a large number of measures of the war definition, natural resources and structural conditions, the research design searches for robust results. Table 4 summarizes the direction and statistical significance of the coefficients on the interacted variables, showing both a good amount of support for our hypotheses and that it is very unlikely that the totality of our results would be due to pure chance. In addition, we have explored a shorter and longer time window (than 5 or 10 years) for the history of coup d'état and riots and our results remain robust.
While we have taken as given the other independent variables and the model specification, Fearon and Laitin (2003) and the subsequent literature have shown that their results are robust to a substantial number of checks, including a different lagging structure, different definitions for the independent variables, adding other variables, and different modeling choices. Therefore, finding consistency in our results represents strong support for the theoretical hypotheses.
[ Table 4 about here]
The magnitude of the effect of key variables is not immediately apparent from the individual coefficients. Table 5 shows the marginal effects of state weakness (anocracy, riot history, coup risk or military regime), when varying oil production and rents while keeping all the other variables at observational mean. We compute the results by varying the Humphreys (2005) oil production and the Ross (2008) oil and gas rents for the models with a statistically significant interaction term, for the Prio \ Uppsala definition of civil war.
[ Table 5 about here]
The midpoint predicted probabilities offer a stark picture that is worth discussing because of the relative magnitude of the effects. For example, at medium levels of coup d'état risk increasing the Humphreys oil production from the 75 th to the 99 th percentile leads to a five times higher likelihood of civil war. Because of the negative interaction term, at high levels of coup risk, the same likelihood of civil war, while still going up, is increasing by a mere to 35%.
Similarly, at medium levels of coup d'état risk, increasing Ross oil rents from the 75 th to the 99 th percentile increases the likelihood of civil war four times. At high levels of coup risk, however, being very rich in oil rents actually reduces the same likelihood of civil war by close to 40%.
On the other hand, when varying the Humphreys oil production from the 75 th percentile to the 99 th percentile, anocracies are about twenty times more likely to see civil, whereas for all other regimes (democracies and dictatorships) the risk of war is less than four times larger. The marginal effects are similar when varying the Ross oil rents. In the case of riot history, countries with no riot history, if anything, see a reduction of civil war risk when we vary oil production or rents. When a country has had three or five years with riots in the recent past, however, increasing oil production or rents dramatically increases the risk of civil war.
The other insight from inspecting at the size of the mid-point predictions is that while the predicted values for the risk of civil war when varying the mitigating circumstances are relatively low, the same predicted values when varying the aggravating circumstances are very high. This indicates that once a coup prone regime rich in natural resource rents starts to experience protracted street protests or other forms of instability, it is very likely that the mitigating effect of rent distribution and spending on the military will be overcome by the aggravating perception that the regime is weakening.
In many countries adverse and potentially mitigating context conditions have co-existed with natural resource endowments. For example, two conflict countries -Nigeria and Sudan -have been ruled intermittently by authoritarian/military regimes with a history of coup d'état. These countries, however also experienced bouts of political instability with transitions to democracy and numerous riots. In terms of resource endowments, in Nigeria oil was discovered and 25 produced already at independence in 1960, and the country became dependent on oil exports in the late 1960s. Nigeria has also had a relatively large production of oil, without being very rich in oil in per capita terms: In 1966, the year before the onset of civil war, Nigeria was around the top 15 th percentile of countries in terms of oil and gas rents per capita, falling to around the top 20 th percentile in 1999 (Ross 2008) . Sudan on the other hand, discovered oil in 1979, with production being delayed until 1992. The country has not been as dependent on oil and has had a low level of production and rents (Ross 2008) . The theoretical approach and empirical models in this study suggest that both countries were not producing enough oil per capita to allow oil revenue to buy civil peace via rent distribution through networks of coalitions that coup prone regimes develop or via military spending. Moreover, even as oil production is ramped up, the presence of political instability and rioting increases the risk of civil rebellion, very likely overpowering any mitigating effect from access to established coalition networks or the military.
Conclusion
This paper investigates whether state weakness has a conditional effect on the probability of civil war onset depending the presence of natural resource endowments. We view state weakness as emanating from the lack of credibility of political leaders vis-à-vis both the opposition and insider elites. The key novel argument is that regimes that are mainly weak because of coup risk posed by inner elites can mitigate the risk of rebellion by using natural resource rents to strengthen the military and distribute patronage. On the other hand, we suggest that regime incoherence or instability and credibility issues vis-à-vis excluded or opposition groups cannot be escaped with the help of resource rents. In this latter case, it is likely that the dominant effect of natural resources is to increase grievance and galvanize collective action, provide rebel financing, and increase the prize for taking over the state.
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The evidence shows that endowments of oil and diamonds are associated with increased conflict when they are paired with a particular type of weak state: anocracies, states with a history of riots or high risk of political instability and countries a high degree of ethnic fractionalization and a policy of ethnic discrimination. In such countries, the discovery of oil and diamonds may result in conflict, including civil wars and low-level conflict. In contrast, in countries with high risk of coup d'état, diamond and oil production appear to reduce the onset of Coup d'état is a non trivial threat to the survival of leaders and a source of state weakness.
Very relevant, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2010) show that small coalition leaders are more likely to survive in office when they can use repression to govern. They also show that the use of repression is more likely when leaders have at their disposal free resources (oil/aid) that are not affected by the domestic economic contraction likely to accompany such repression and can be used to maintain the loyalty of elite supporters. Our paper adds to this body of literature by bringing evidence that the chance of civil war is indeed lower for regimes at risk of coup d'etat with access to income from natural resources. Tables   Table 1. Determinants of civil Table  shows coefficients and standard errors in parentheses. Stars reflect levels of statistical significance: *** for 1%; ** for 5% and * for 10%. Table 4 .1 Natural resource endowments aggravating the risk of civil conflict Note: The models in Table 1 .1 include the following variables for weakness of the state: governance indicators -anocracy, political instability, and riot history; and social structure indicators -ethnic fractionalization and the size of the excluded groups. As detailed in the text of the paper there are six measures for oil endowments based on Fearon and Laitin (2003) , Humphreys (2005 -production Governance & riot history 8 out of 9 models 1 out of 9 models 8 out of 9 models 1 out of 9 models
Social structure 6 out of 6 models 0 out of 6 models 2 out of 6 models 0 out of 6 models Quantities / values of natural resource endowments (5) Governance & riot history 10 out of 15 models 8 out of 15 models 12 out of 15 models 5 out of 15 models Social structure 7 out of 10 models 3 out of 10 models 7 out of 10 models 2 out of 10 models 
